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Letter 57 

Cynthia Murray 
November 10, 2004 

 

57-1 The comment states that alternative plans to the expansion of SQSP should be considered and 
expresses opposition to the project. This comment is acknowledged. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 
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Letter 58  

Nancy Wayne Holter 
November 10, 2004 

 

58-1 The comment states that SQSP should be moved outside Marin County and expresses opposition 
to the project. This comment is acknowledged. Please refer to Master Response 1. 

San Quentin State Prison  EDAW 
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR 3-277 Comments and Responses to Comments 



sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line



Letter 59 

Peter Hensel 
November 10, 2004 

 

59-1 The comment expresses support for the project with incorporation of additional visual mitigation. 
This comment is acknowledged. Please refer to Master Response 2. 
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Letter 60 

Marje Helfet 
November 11, 2004 

 

60-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. This comment is acknowledged. No further 
response is necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts of the project were raised. 
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Letter 61 

Wendy Robinow 
November 11, 2004 

 

61-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider reuse of the project site. Please refer to 
Master Response 1. 

61-2 The comment states that the Draft EIR did not address an alternative that provides for the shared 
use of the project site or a reduced-size project. Please refer to Master Response 1 and response to 
comment 15-2. 

61-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR should consider long-term housing of inmates. It appears 
that the comment is implying that condemned inmates should be housed with Level 4 inmates 
across the state (although the comment is unclear on this point). Condemned inmates are a 
separate classification of inmates that require special housing, based on the requirements of the 
California Penal Code and the Thompson Decree (please refer to Section 3.5.2 of the Draft EIR 
for further discussion). Because of their high security risks, condemned inmates cannot be housed 
with other inmates and thus require housing facilities that segregate them from other populations 
of inmates. CDC is also required by the California Penal Code to house all condemned inmates at 
SQSP (with few exceptions; see footnote 1 on page 3-2 of the Draft EIR). Consequently, it is not 
feasible to house condemned inmates with other Level 4 inmates throughout the state. Please 
refer also to Master Response 1. 

61-4 The comment concludes the letter. This comment is acknowledged. No further response is 
necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts of the project were raised. 
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Letter 62 

Margaret King 
November 11, 2004 

 

62-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and states that SQSP should be located at an 
alternate location. Please refer to Master Response 1. 
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Letter 63 

David Kunhardt 
November 11, 2004 

 

63-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider view impacts from their homes in 
hillside areas of Corte Madera. Please refer to Master Response 2. 

63-2 The comment expresses concern regarding the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR. Please 
refer to Master Response 1. Because no specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no 
further response can be provided.  

63-3 The comment states that the alternatives presented in the Draft EIR are not fully evaluated but 
does not provide any specifics as to why the analysis is inadequate. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 
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Letter 64 

Kay Keohane 
November 12, 2004 

 

64-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider view impacts from their homes in 
hillside areas of Corte Madera. Please refer to Master Response 2. 

64-2 The comment expresses concern regarding the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR. Please 
refer to Master Response 1. Because no specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no 
further response can be provided.  

64-3 The comment states that the alternatives presented in the Draft EIR are not fully evaluated, but 
does not provide any specifics as to why the analysis is inadequate. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. Because no specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further 
response can be provided. 
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Letter 65  

Glenda Griffith 
November 12, 2004 

 

65-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. This comment is acknowledged. No further 
response is necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts of the project were raised. 

65-2 The comment states that the project would exacerbate existing traffic problems. This comment is 
acknowledged. Because no specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further 
response can be provided. 

65-3 The comment questions how the project would mitigate for birds (specifically hawks) 
electrocuted by the electrified fence. The Draft EIR evaluated the project’s potential biological 
resource impacts resulting from the installation and operation of an electrified fence in Section 
4.3.3 (“Biological Resources”). As described therein, the project would result in the death of an 
undetermined number of animals, the large majority of which would be birds and concluded that 
this impact would be significant. Mitigation recommended in the Draft EIR (Mitigation Measure 
4.3-c, page 4.3-13) would require CDC to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
California Department of Fish and Game to refine plans to minimize wildlife electrocutions. This 
plan consists of a three-tiered mitigation approach that minimizes and mitigates impacts to 
wildlife species at risk of electrocution. Please refer to page 4.3-13 for a more detailed discussion 
of this mitigation approach. 

65-4 The comment expresses concern that the project would result in a decrease in their property 
values. This comment is acknowledged. Although property values are very important, the effect 
of increasing or decreasing property values is not considered an environmental impact under 
CEQA; rather it is an economic impact of the project. As discussed in Section 15131 (a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment.” Therefore, the economic impacts of the project were not discussed in 
the Draft EIR.  

65-5 The comment states that project lighting would affect nesting birds in the Corte Madera 
Ecological Preserve. Please see response to comment 9-42. 

65-6 The comment states that existing erosion and wave hazards associated with ferry operations 
would be eliminated if the ferry relocated to the harbor of SQSP. This comment is not relevant to 
the environmental impacts of the project. Also, please see Master Response 1. 

65-7 The comment expresses opposition to the project. This comment is acknowledged. No further 
response is necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts of the project were raised. 
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Letter 66 

Steve and Marjorie Shank 
November 12, 2004 

 

66-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. This comment is acknowledged. No further 
response is necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts of the project were raised. 
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Letter 67  

Margaret Kettunen Zegart 
November 12, 2004 

 

67-1 The comment discusses legislation authorizing the project. Because no specific issues pertaining 
to the analysis are identified, no further response can be provided.  

67-2 The comment states that the Draft EIR should evaluate alternative sites for the project. Please 
refer to Master Response 1. 

67-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR should evaluate alternative uses for the SQSP site, namely 
implementation of the San Quentin Vision Plan. Please refer to Master Response 1 and response 
to comment 9-22.  

67-4 The comment states that proximity to legal services is not a reason to site the facility in Marin 
County. This comment is acknowledged. Please refer to response to comment 9-16 and Master 
Response 1. 

67-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR has not evaluated other alternatives that could reduce the 
project’s significant environmental impacts. CDC disagrees. Please refer to Master Response 1. 
Because the comment did not identify a specific alternative that should be evaluated, no further 
response can be provided. 

67-6 The comment states that the project does not provide on-site housing for prison employees. The 
comment is correct, no employee housing would be provided with implementation of the project. 
Because no specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further response can be 
provided.  

67-7 The comment makes a statement regarding traffic impacts along Sir Frances Drake Boulevard, 
Richmond Bridge, Contra Costa, and Highway 101. Because no specific issues pertaining to the 
analysis are identified, no further response can be provided.  

67-8 The comment requests consideration of an alternative use of the site. Please refer to Master 
Response 1.  

67-9 The comment expresses opposition to the project. This comment is acknowledged. Because no 
specific issues pertaining to the analysis are identified, no further response can be provided.  

67-10 The comment states that the section of Sir Francis Drake near the project site should be part of the 
California Scenic Highway Program. This comment is acknowledged. No further response is 
necessary as no issues related to the environmental impacts of the project were raised. 

67-11 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide mitigation for significant circulation and 
visual impacts. CDC disagrees. Section 4.1, “Visual Resources,” and 4.12, “Transportation,” 
evaluated the project’s visual and transportation impacts, respectively. Within each of those 
sections, mitigation was recommended for the project’s significant environmental impacts. Please 
refer to Section 4.1.4 (“Visual”), and 4.12.4 (“Transportation”) for a discussion of the project 
visual and transportation mitigation. Please also refer to Master Response 2. 
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67-12 The comment states that the San Quentin Vision Plan should be the preferred alternative. Please 
refer to Master Response 1. 

67-13 The comment states that the project should meet the standards of the Draft Marin Countywide 
Plan. Please refer to response to comment 9-6 and Master Response 1. 
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Letter 68  

David Winton 
November 12, 2004 

 

68-1 The comment states that comments made by the following agencies are incorporated by 
reference: City of Larkspur and its agencies; City of Corte Madera and its agencies; City of San 
Rafael and its agencies; Marin County Board of Supervisors; and County of Marin and its 
agencies. This comment is acknowledged. Please refer to comment letters 6 through 11 and 
responses to comments raised in those letters. 

68-2 The comment acknowledges that under CEQA economic and social impacts are not treated as 
significant environmental effects, but states that the Draft EIR should evaluate the project’s 
economic and social issues. The comment does not specify what specific economic and social 
issues should be evaluated in the Draft EIR, so no response to these issues can be provided. 
Furthermore, Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the focus of an EIR’s 
analysis should be on the physical environmental changes. Please also refer to response to 
comment 11-3. 

68-3 The comment cites Section 21081.6 of CEQA and states that the Draft EIR does not comply with 
the statutory requirements for mitigation, specifically the project’s visual mitigation. The 
comment cites Section 21081.6(b), which requires that recommended mitigation measures, upon 
project approval, be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures.” Section 21081.6 of CEQA requires lead agencies when approving a project to adopt a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program for mitigation recommended for a project. If CDC 
approves the project, it will first prepare a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) for the project that identifies recommended mitigation, the entity responsible for 
implementing the mitigation, the entity responsible for monitoring compliance with the 
mitigation, time of implementation, and the duration and frequency of monitoring. The MMRP is 
not required to be prepared until after certification of the Final EIR and at the time approval 
would occur. 

 CDC disagrees with the comment’s statement that the project’s visual mitigation does not comply 
with CEQA. No specific issues are identified in the comment, so no further response can be 
provided. 

68-4 The comment states that the visual impact analysis in the Draft EIR is flawed because it ignored 
consideration of elevated settings surrounding the project site. The comment also states that 
prisons are known to be used as visual beacons for pilots and if the project would be used as a 
visual beacon then analysis of this use should be provided.  

 With regard to consideration of elevated settings surrounding the project site, the visual analysis 
(Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR) evaluated how the project site would change views from and of 
hillside/ridgeline areas surrounding the project site. Specifically, the analysis considered how the 
project would change views of the site and of ridgeline areas from surrounding areas, including 
Corte Madera and Larkspur. Please refer to the impact analysis presented in Section 4.1 of the Draft 
EIR. Please also refer to Master Response 2. 
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 Although comments were raised that prisons are sometimes used by private pilots for navigation, 
it is unknown whether SQSP is used as a navigational beacon. Regardless, the existing uses of 
SQSP will not change. Lighting will continue to be provided at SQSP and new lighting will be 
provided at the site. Use of the site as navigational beacon could continue. 

68-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide analysis of its nonmitigable impacts. The 
intention of this comment is unclear and the comment does not provide specifics on how the 
analysis is inadequate, so no further response can be provided.  

 The comment also states that the significant impacts that are mitigable are not fully analyzed in 
compliance with Section 21081.6. Please refer to response to comment 68-3. 

68-6 The comment implies that the Draft EIR analysis is inadequate because in “many instances” it 
does not consider local planning documents. CEQA requires that EIRs “discuss any 
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans.” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), emphasis added) The state owns the project and project 
site, and as a superior agency is not bound by local general plans and local zoning (see Hall v City 
of Taft (1952) 47 Cal.2d.177.). In short, if an agency does not have jurisdictional authority, their 
plans would not be applicable to CDC’s actions. 

 The Draft EIR discussed plans that are applicable to the project (e.g., see discussion of the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission’s Bay Plan on pages 4.4-3 through 4.4-4; and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Water Quality Control Plan on page 4.8-4 of the Draft 
EIR). The Draft EIR also discussed plans from agencies with no jurisdictional authority over the 
project or the site, including Marin County (see discussion of the adopted Marin Countywide 
Plan on pages 4.4-4 through 4.4-5 and 4.4-9 through 4.4-10; the 2004 Draft Marin Countywide 
Plan on pages 4.4-5 through 4.4-6 and 4.4-10, and the adopted Point San Quentin Land Use 
Policy Report on pages 4.4-6 and 4.4-10 of the Draft EIR), the City of Larkspur, and the City of 
San Rafael. The comment does not cite specific instances in which the analysis failed to 
accurately analyze related plans, so no further response can be provided. 

68-7 The comment states that although CDC does not need to consider local plans and policies, the 
Draft EIR should consider whether the project is consistent with local plans. This comment is 
acknowledged. Please refer to responses to comments 9-9 and 68-6.  

68-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not describe CDC’s plans for 
SQSP in future decades. CDC intends to continue to operate SQSP for the indefinite future. CDC 
has no plans to close SQSP. Furthermore, plans for future use of SQSP facilities are outlined in 
CDC’s Statewide Five-Year Infrastructure Plan available for review at the Department of 
Corrections, 501 J Street, Sacramento, California. 

 The comment concludes by restating the comment regarding local plans. Please refer to response 
to comment 68-6. 

68-9 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not contain a meaningful discussion of alternatives 
including economic, environmental, social, or legislative alternatives. Furthermore, as stated in 
the comment itself, “An agency need not devote itself to an extended discussion of the 
environmental impacts of alternatives remote from reality, such as those which are of speculative 
feasibility.” Please see Master Response 1. 
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68-10 The comment states that the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR are not supported with 
adequate reasoning and specifically references the conclusions presented in Section 2.4 of the 
Draft EIR. The section the comment refers to is the “Effects Found Not to be Significant” section, 
which was prepared in compliance with Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 
15128 provides that “an EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various 
possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore 
not discussed in detail in the EIR.” The Draft EIR identified four issues for which the project 
would have a less-than-significant impact. These issues were determined to be less than 
significant primarily because of their absence from the site (e.g., mineral resources, 
paleontological resources, and agricultural resources) and in one instance because the project 
would not provide, increase demand for, or otherwise change a resource (i.e., recreation). 
Sufficient information and evidence was provided to demonstrate that the project’s effect would 
be less than significant to these resources and, therefore, detailed discussion was not provided. 
The comment provides no rationale to support the contention that the EIR’s discussion of these 
issues is not adequate, so no further response can be provided. 

68-11 The comment states that the project’s viewshed impacts are underanalyzed and specifically 
references lack of consideration of view impacts from surrounding elevated areas. Please refer to 
response to comment 68-4. The Draft EIR concludes that impacts to visual resources are 
significant and unavoidable from some vantages and less than significant from others. No 
evidence is provided in this comment to support a different conclusion. 

68-12 The comment states that the cumulative analysis is short-sighted in its approach because it limits 
its analysis to completed projects, projects approved but not complete, and projects under review. 
As described on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR, the analysis of cumulative environmental impacts 
associated with the project addresses the potential incremental impacts of the project in 
combination with those of other past, present, and probable future projects and land use changes 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The Draft EIR relied on information in “Prop Dev,” a 
report prepared by the County as the tool to use for cumulative impact analysis in County EIRs. 
Also, please refer to response to comment 9-9. The comment did not provide any specific 
inadequacies of the cumulative analysis so no further response can be provided. 

 

EDAW  San Quentin State Prison 
Comments and Responses to Comments 3-312 Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR 


	Comment57: 57
	Line#57-1: 57-1
	Footer57-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-274       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Comment58: 58
	Line#58-1: 58-1
	Footer58-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-276       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Comment59: 59
	Line#59-1: 59-1
	Footer59-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-278       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Comment60: 60
	Line#60-1: 60-1
	Footer60-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-280       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Comment61: 61
	Line#61-1: 61-1
	Line#61-2: 61-2
	Line#61-3: 61-3
	Line#61-4: 61-4
	Footer61-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-282       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Line#62-1: 62-1
	Comment62: 62
	Footer62-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-284       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Line#63-3: 63-3
	Comment63: 63
	Line#63-1: 63-1
	Line#63-2: 63-2
	Footer63-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-286       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Footer63-2: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-287                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Comment64: 64
	Line#64-1: 64-1
	Line#64-2: 64-2
	Line#64-3: 64-3
	Footer64-1: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-289                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Footer64-2: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-290       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Comment65: 65
	Line#65-1: 65-1
	Line#65-2: 65-2
	Line#65-3: 65-3
	Line#65-4: 65-4
	Line#65-5: 65-5
	Line#65-6: 65-6
	Line#65-7: 65-7
	Footer65-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-292       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Text43: 
	Line# 65-7 cont: 65-7
cont'd
	Footer65-2: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-293                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Comment66: 66
	Line#66-1: 66-1
	Footer66-1: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-295                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Comment67: 67
	Line#67-1: 67-1
	Line#67-2: 67-2
	Line#67-3: 67-3
	Footer67-1: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-297                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Line# 67-3 cont: 67-3
cont'd
	Line#67-4: 67-4
	Line#67-5: 67-5
	Line#67-6: 67-6
	Footer67-2: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-298       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Line#67-8: 67-8
	Line#67-9: 67-9
	Line#67-10: 67-10
	Line#67-11: 67-11
	Line#67-12: 67-12
	Line#67-13: 67-13
	Line# 67-6 cont: 67-6
cont'd
	Line#67-7: 67-7
	Footer67-3: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-299                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Comment68: 68
	Line#68-1: 68-1
	Footer68-1: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-302       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Line#68-2: 68-2
	Line#68-3: 68-3
	Footer68-2: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-303                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Line# 68-3 cont: 68-3
cont'd
	Line#68-4: 68-4
	Line#68-5: 68-5
	Line#68-6: 68-6
	Footer68-3: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-304       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Line# 68-6 cont: 68-6
cont'd
	Line#68-7: 68-7
	Line#68-8: 68-8
	Footer68-4: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-305                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Line#68-9: 68-9
	Line#68-10: 68-10
	Footer68-5: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-306       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Line# 68-10 cont: 68-10
cont'd
	Line#68-11: 68-11
	Footer68-6: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-307                     Comments and Responses to Comments
	Line# 68-12: 68-12
	Footer68-7: EDAW                                                                                                                                    San Quentin State Prison
Comments and Responses to Comments                         3-308       Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR
	Line# 68-12 cont: 68-12
cont'd
	Footer68-8: San Quentin State Prison                                                                                                                                    EDAW
Condemned Inmate Complex Project Final EIR           3-309                     Comments and Responses to Comments


